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Abstract 
The Sense of Community Index (SCI) is one of the most commonly used measures of 
Psychological Sense of Community (PSOC). There is much discussion in the 
literature as to the validity of the scale as a measure not only of overall PSOC, but of 
the dimensions (Membership, Influence, Needs Fulfillment and Emotional 
Connection) theorized by McMillan and Chavis (1986) to underlie the construct. The 
current paper examines the factor structure of the SCI in a study (N = 219) that 
examines multiple community memberships, including neighborhood, student and 
interest group communities. Data was analyzed via confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA). The results showed that the SCI, in its original factor structure, did not 
adequately fit the data. The scale was revised, therefore, utilizing CFA indicators, to 
produce a new four-factor structure based on the same items. This revised model was 
tested and found to display adequate fit indices to the data in all three communities. 
The results of the study provide empirical support for retaining measures that 
encapsulate the four dimensions of PSOC.  
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Revisiting the Sense of Community Index: A Confirmatory Factor 
Analysis. 
 
Psychological Sense of Community (PSOC) is an integral construct in the area 
of community psychology. Sarason (1974), in his much cited seminal work on 
community psychology, presented the construct as the overarching value by which the 
field should be defined. Even at this early point, the inherent difficulties in 
empirically measuring what is essentially a value judgment were highlighted, as was 
the surety that community members knew when a sense of community existed and 
when it didn’t (Sarason, 1974). 
 There exists, at the current time, considerable discussion in the community 
psychology arena about this essential construct of PSOC, exemplified by the 
dedication of a special seminar to its measurement at the 2003 SCRAL Biennial 
Conference. It is extremely important that this discussion continues, as a common 
theoretical foundation is needed on which to base future research into the myriad of 
communities that exist in our contemporary society. Such discussion and research will 
allow for more stringent empirical examination and comparison to be made into the 
nature of “community”.  
Continued debate flourishes as to the number and makeup of the dimensions 
that underlie PSOC. Earlier research that set out to discover these dimensions 
conducted exploratory factor analyses, which resulted in a number of scales being 
developed to measure psychological sense of community or closely related constructs 
(Bardo, 1976; Doolittle & McDonald, 1978; Glynn, 1981; Naser & Julian, 1995; 
Skjaeveland, Garling, & Maeland, 1996). However, as pointed out by several authors 
(Chipuer & Pretty, 1999; Obst, Zinkiewicz, & Smith, 2002b), many of these scales 
were developed for use in specific contexts. If PSOC is a psychological construct in 
and of itself, a common theoretical basis and measure grounded in theory are needed 
that can be adapted to any community, whilst remaining reliable and comparable 
across communities. 
One of the few integrative theories of PSOC to date is that of the four 
dimensional structure proposed by McMillan and Chavis (1986). It currently provides 
the best foundation on which to build our understanding of this construct. According 
to McMillan and Chavis, PSOC consists of four dimensions: Membership, Influence, 
Integration and Fulfillment of Needs, and Shared Emotional Connection. Membership 
refers to the feeling of belonging, and emotional safety, created by being part of a 
defined community. Influence captures the idea of community cohesiveness and 
attractiveness being dependent on the communities influence on its individual 
members, and the member’s feelings of control and influence over the community. 
The third dimension, Integration and Fulfillment of Needs, refers to the idea that 
common needs, goals, beliefs and values provide the integrative force for a cohesive 
community that can meet both collective and individual needs. Lastly, Shared 
Emotional Connection refers to the bonds developed over time through positive 
interaction with other community members. McMillan and Chavis suggest that these 
sub-elements work together to create the dimensions which, in turn, work 
dynamically together to create and maintain an overall sense of community. This 
model of PSOC is applicable to all types of communities where members feel a sense 
of belonging, influence, some kind of need fulfillment and an emotional connection 
with other members. Thus, communities from traditional neighborhoods, university 
settings, workplaces, through to virtual communities can have a PSOC as 
conceptualized by this theory. 
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The most widely used measure of PSOC is the Sense of Community Index 
(SCI), developed to capture the four elements of the McMillan and Chavis (1986) 
model, as well as overall PSOC. Using the Sense of Community Profile (44 items 
extracted from a Neighborhood Participation Project);(see Chavis, Hogge, McMillan, 
& Wandersman, 1986) applied a Brunswick Lens methodology to examine the 
validity of McMillan and Chavis’ (1986) theory. The data showed support for their 
four proposed dimensions of PSOC. As the measure designed to tap these four 
elements, the SCI, in its current 12 item form, was developed from data gathered in 
the large New York City Block Booster project by Chavis, Perkins, Florin, Prestby, 
Rich, and Wandersman (Long & Perkins, 2003) and was published in their 1990 
paper (Perkins, Florin, Rich, Wandersman, & Chavis, 1990).  
The importance of the SCI in community psychology literature is twofold. 
Firstly, it is one of the few scales that can be and has been used to measure PSOC in 
diverse settings such as the workplace (Brodksy, 2001; Cantano, Pretty, Southwell, & 
Cole, 1993; Mahan, 2000; Pretty & McCarthy, 1991; Pretty, McCarthy, & Catano, 
1992), religious communities (Miers & Fisher, 2002), immigrant communities (C. 
Sonn, 2002), student communities (Pretty, 1990) and internet communities (Obst, 
Zinkiewicz, & Smith, 2002c) as well as residential or geographical communities 
(Brodksy, 2001; Brodsky, O'Campo, & Aronson, 1999; Perkins et al., 1990). 
Secondly, the SCI has evolved from a sound theoretical basis that has empirical 
support.  
Empirical support, from both qualitative and quantitative methodologies, has 
been found for the model of PSOC consisting of four dimensions proposed by 
McMillan and Chavis (1986). Several qualitative studies have found evidence for the 
four factor structure with diverse populations such as planned towns (Plas & Lewis, 
1996), urban barrios (Garcia, Giulani, & Wiesenfield, 1999), immigrants (C. Sonn, 
2002; C.  Sonn & Fisher, 1996), and single mothers (Brodsky, 1996; Garcia et al., 
1999; Plas & Lewis, 1996; C.  Sonn & Fisher, 1996). In large factor analytic studies 
using multiple measures of SOC, evidence has also been found for the four 
dimensions in both geographical communities (Obst, Zinkiewicz, & Smith, 2002a) 
and an internet based virtual community (Obst et al., 2002a, 2002b). Whilst these 
studies have not been empirical examinations of the SCI itself, they have provided 
strong support for the four factor theory underlying the SCI.  
 In line with the current debate surrounding the SCI, several papers examining 
the psychometric properties of the SCI have been presented recently. These papers 
take different analytic paths, presenting results from both exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analyses. Chipuer and Pretty (1999) examined the psychometric 
properties of the SCI in neighborhood and workplace settings. In both adult and 
adolescent neighborhood data, four factor solutions were found. However, items did 
not load on these factors as proposed by the SCI. In the workplace data, three factors 
emerged; again, items from the SCI did not load as expected. However, Chipuer and 
Pretty (1999) conclude that the SCI, as the one of the few measure of PSOC grounded 
in theory, provides a good foundation for further PSOC research. These authors 
suggest taking a theory driven, integrative approach to PSOC, which should include 
re-examining SCI items to better represent McMillan and Chavis’(1986) four 
underlying dimensions.  
 In a more recent paper examining the psychometric properties of the SCI, 
Long and Perkins (2003) criticize previous research utilizing exploratory factor 
analytic techniques stating that, as theoretical precedence exists for a four factor 
solution, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is a more appropriate analysis in this 
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instance. Examining both a one factor model and the theoretically- based four factor 
model, their results indicated only small improvements in the model fit and parsimony 
indices in the four factor model compared to the one factor model, which, they argue, 
does not provide sufficient evidence for the SCI as a four factor scale.  As a result, 
Long and Perkins reverted to the original data based on clustered resident surveys 
from 47 street blocks from the New York Lock Booster project and generated a new 
eight-item scale, the Brief Sense of Community Index (BSCI). This scale is based on 
the original SCI, but with several modifications. Four items, which the authors argue 
measure place attachment rather than PSOC, were removed. A further three items, 
reflecting feeling at home, getting on with neighbors and caring about what neighbors 
think, loaded poorly in the CFA and were also removed. Finally, three new face valid 
PSOC items, asking respondents if people watch out for each other and to rate 
importance, and quantity of sense of community, were added.  The authors then 
conducted an exploratory factor analysis on this new scale that revealed a three-factor 
structure, representing Social Connections, Mutual Concerns and Community Values. 
This new factor structure was then confirmed via CFA, which showed moderate to 
good fits across all fit indices. 
Long and Perkins’ (2003) Social Connections dimension encompasses some 
items originally on the Membership and Influence dimensions. Mutual Concerns is 
reflective of some aspects of Needs Fulfillment and encompasses items from this 
dimension and from the Influence Dimension. The last factor, Community Values, is 
comprised entirely of new items and reflects the importance to community members 
of having a Sense of Community. Little theoretical justification is provided by the 
authors for this shift to a new dimension structure. Further, little critical analysis is 
provided to identify the conceptual limitations of the original four dimensional theory 
of McMillan and Chavis (1986).  
   Other authors have also examined the psychometric properties of the SCI in 
relational communities. In a recent investigation of the SCI, Proescholdbell (2003) 
examined the structure of the SCI via CFA in a sample of gay and bisexual men. 
Extra items reflecting each of the four dimensions were developed, and the new scale 
was subjected to CFA. As the data was not supportive of a four factor structure, an 
exploratory factor analysis was conducted revealing a three factor structure reflecting 
the original SCI factors of Influence, Emotional Connection and a new factor which 
was a combination of the original Membership and Fulfillment of Needs factors. CFA 
was conducted on this new three-factor structure, based on 17 items, and revealed 
good model fits and reliabilities.    
Whilst agreeing that a rigorous empirical focus is needed in this area, and that 
CFA provides a stringent and empirically strong technique for examining theoretically 
proposed models, it can be argued that there are some limitations in these recent 
approaches. Rather than attempting any modification based on the original model, in 
both these papers the authors “went back to the drawing board” (e.g., Long & Perkins, 
2003, p. 285), and conducted an exploratory factor analysis with a resultant new 
factor structures. These new factor structures diverge from established theory as 
neither the brief SCI, nor the three-factor structure of Proescholdbell (2003), tap the 
original four factor theory proposed by McMillan and Chavis (1986). However, 
Proescholdbell’s (2003) findings can be seen to be supportive of the aspects of PSOC 
theorized to underlie the construct by McMillan and Chavis, with similar dimensions 
emerging. The merging of two dimensions into one is not as divergent from the 
original theory as is Long and Perkins’ (2003) new factor structure.  
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At this point in the current debate it appears there are several possible ways to 
move forward. It may be that the theory underlying PSOC is in need of revision, and 
should address the large amount of variation in factor structure arising from PSOC 
research. It is possible that the construct PSOC has become too broad to be able to be 
reliably measured across so many contexts.  However, the current paper argues that 
the four dimensional theory of McMillan and Chavis (1986) has proven to be of value 
in understanding PSOC across a diversity of communities from neighborhoods (Plas 
& Lewis, 1996), workplaces (Obst et al., 2002b; Plas & Lewis, 1996; Pretty & 
McCarthy, 1991) through to virtual communities (Obst et al., 2002b). Factor analytic 
results from a survey comprised of 59 items (Obst et al., 2002a, 2002b) derived from 
the many scales measuring PSOC across both relational and geographical 
communities, showed support for the four factor structure of McMillan and Chavis 
(1986).  Further, this theory is still the only comprehensive theory of PSOC that exists 
to date. Thus, the current authors suggest, in line with previous recommendations 
(e.g., Chipuer & Pretty, 1999) that, rather than developing an atheoretical factor 
structure, the SCI is in need of modification in order to better tap the dimensions 
proposed by McMillan and Chavis’ (1986) original theory. It can be argued that the 
BSCI, with only 5 of the original 12 items, is not a form of the SCI and raises the 
issue of comparability between new and previous research utilizing the measure. It is 
important that the community psychology literature supports an empirically consistent 
understanding of PSOC developed around both common meaning and measurement.  
 So whilst there are several possible paths to progress our knowledge of PSOC 
both theoretically and empirically, this paper presents one potential avenue that can 
add to our current understanding of the empirical measurement of PSOC. The current 
research sets out to examine the original SCI via CFA, with the aim of utilizing the 
indicators available through this statistical technique to improve the model fit. 
Further, with the aim of improving the utilization of this scale across various types of 
communities, model fits are tested across multiple community memberships, both 
geographical and relational, which have been shown in past research to have a PSOC 
(e.g. Deneui, 2003; Obst et al., 2002b, 2002c). Hence, the present study aims to re-
examine the SCI to investigate whether minor modifications to the scale can improve 
the model fit, while maintaining the theoretical structure of PSOC developed by 
McMillan and Chavis (1986). 
 
Method 
Participants and Procedure 
Participants were 219 first year university students (63 males and 156 females) 
who participated in the experiment by voluntarily completing a questionnaire to gain 
course credit. The age range was 17 years to 62 years, with a mean of 23.48 years (SD 
= 8.51). 
Design and Materials 
 The current study was a repeated measures design assessing PSOC over three 
community types. Participants responded to PSOC items relating to their membership 
in their local neighborhood, as a student at their university, and their membership in a 
self selected interest group generated by the participants themselves (e.g., sports club, 
internet based group, environmental group or religious group). While the actual 
community is self defined for both the neighborhood and interest community and will 
vary across the sample, this technique allowed for each participant to respond to items 
with their own definition of neighborhood and an interest group personally important 
to each participant. Thus, while some in-group variation did exist, the distinction 
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between the three community types was clear.  There are a number of advantages to 
using a repeated measures design in this study. Firstly, a greater degree of control is 
gained over extraneous individual difference variables such as personality or mood 
states, which can be expected to vary consistently across group memberships, 
allowing for any between group variance to be interpreted more clearly. Secondly, it 
allowed analysis of PSOC as a multilevel construct, in line with the notion that 
individuals belong to a variety of communities simultaneously.    
Research materials consisted of a questionnaire including items assessing 
basic demographics, and a modified version (see Table 2 for a full list of items) of the 
12 item Sense of Community Index (Perkins et al., 1990), adapted for the purpose of 
this research. This scale was repeated for each of three community memberships. All 
items were modified consistently across communities, replacing “neighborhood” with 
“university”, or “interest group” (e.g. “It is important to me to live in my particular 
neighborhood”;   “It is important to me to be a student at my university”; “It is 
important to me to be a part of my interest group”) 
Two items were removed from the original scale:  “I can recognize most of the 
people who live in my neighborhood” and “I expect to live in this neighborhood for a 
long time” as these questions could not be adapted meaningfully across the different 
community memberships in the present study. In light that the current article aims to 
find a version of the SCI applicable to diverse types of communities, physically 
recognizing other members is not an adaptable question, being only applicable to 
small, face-to-face communities. In relation to expecting to remain a community 
member for a long time, some communities, such as the student community examined 
in this paper, do not have long-term membership prospects. However, this does not 
mean that a PSOC cannot exist in more temporary communities. Thus, this item was 
removed to increase the applicability of the scale to more temporary communities.  
These 10 items were presented on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The scale contains both positive and negatively 
worded questions. Negatively worded questions were reverse scored before analysis. 
The questionnaires were counterbalanced in relation to the presented order of group 
membership items. Analysis via ANOVA confirmed that no order effects existed. 
 
Results 
Preliminary Analysis 
Missing Data Analysis revealed that 1 case had 15% missing data, but no other 
case had more than 2%. The missing data was scattered randomly across variables 
with no item displaying more than 2% missing data. The 1 case was deleted and all 
other cases with missing data were deleted listwise during analysis (no more than 6 
cases were eliminated in any analysis). Data was screened for outliers and 
multivariate normality via Mahalanobis distance, but no deletions were made as no 
one case was thought to have undue influence on the data.   
Confirmatory Factor Analysis  
To assess the fit between the data and one, and four factor models of PSOC, 
confirmatory factor analysis via EQS Windows V7.5 using maximum likelihood 
estimation was conducted. The models tested allowed items to load only on a single 
factor, with uncorrelated measurement error terms. In the four factor models, the 
factors were allowed to correlate as theory and research suggest intercorrelations 
between factors (e.g., McMillan and Chavis, 1986). The original four-factor model 
assigned items to factors based on specifications set out in the SCI development paper 
(Perkins et al., 1990). 
  Sense of Community Index 7 
Table 1 presents both absolute and comparative fit indices for the one factor 
model, the original four-factor model and final adjusted model to facilitate 
comparison between fit indices. As can be seen in Table 1, the original four-factor 
model, while not displaying adequate model fit indices, did display better fitting 
indices than the one factor model. Thus, modifications were made on the basis of the 
four-factor model. Further, as the scale was originally developed for use in 
geographical communities, scale modification was based on the neighborhood data.  
Firstly, the covariance between items was examined by inspecting items with 
large standard residuals. Large standard residuals can indicate variables not well 
explained by the model or items that wish to sit on the same factor rather than 
separate factors (Bentler, 1995). Items 9 (“If there is a problem in this neighborhood 
people who live here can get it solved”) and 11 (“The people who live in this 
neighborhood get on well”) showed a standard residual above .25. Further evaluation 
was conducted on the basis of the Wald test for dropping parameters, which indicated 
that the χ2 value would not be significantly improved by the dropping of any one item 
in any of the groups. The 10 items were also evaluated on the basis of the Lagrange 
Multiplier test, which indicated that moving item 1(“I think my neighborhood is a 
good place to live”)  to the Membership factor, item 3 (“My neighbors and I want the 
same thing from this neighborhood”) to the Influence factor, item 6 (Very few of my 
neighbors know me”) to the Needs Fulfillment factor and item 10 (“It is important to 
me to live in this particular neighborhood”) to the Emotional Connection factor, 
would each result in significant improvements to the χ2 of the model. These 
alterations were made and the model retested. A high standard residual remained 
between items 9 (“If there is a problem in this neighborhood people who live here can 
get it solved”) and 11 (“The people who live in this neighborhood get on well”). As 
the Wald test did not indicate that the model would be improved by removing either 
of these items, it was decided to allow these items to load on the same factor and item 
9 was moved to the Emotional Connection Factor.   
When tested, this new four-factor model showed significant improvement in 
all fit indices and, hence, was then tested across all community groups. As seen in 
Table 1, fit indices for all groups showed improvement from the original four-factor 
structure. Further, there is evidence of configural invariance between the datasets with 
the RMSEA < .08 and the CFI and NNFI > .90 in all data sets.  
As can be seen in Table 2, which presents factor loadings for the one factor 
model and the original four-factor model, there is no consistent increase across item 
loadings between the models. In contrast, an examination of the factor loadings for 
the revised four-factor model (see Table 3) reveals a consistent increase in the factor 
loadings of all items in all groups. Further, all items loaded moderately to well in the 
neighborhood data (> .46), in the student data (> .43), and in the interest group data (> 
.56). At least 40 percent of the items in all data sets loaded above .70. While item 
loadings are moderate to high, there is obviously further variance in each dimension 
to be accounted for. 
Table 4 presents the factor correlations, Cronbach alpha reliabilities and 
descriptives for the new subscales calculated from the raw scores on each item. As 
can be seen in this table, all factors are significantly moderately correlated within each 
data set. The subscales all moderately to highly correlate with the total 10-item SCI 
scale. Means on the subscales range from 3.33 to 5.86, from a possible range of 1 
(low levels of the dimension) to 7 (high levels of the dimension). Interestingly, the 
pattern of means was the same for each community with the lowest mean obtained for 
Emotional Connection, then Influence, followed by Needs Fulfillment, with the 
  Sense of Community Index 8 
highest means obtained for Membership.  Means on the total SCI scale range from 
39.11 in the neighborhood data to 51.75 in the interest group data, from a possible 
range of 10 (low PSOC) to 70 (high PSOC). 
Internal consistency of the new subscales based on the CFA findings, were 
moderate (de Vaus, 2002), with Cronbach alpha levels for the subscales ranging from 
α =. 71 to α = .80, and the majority clustering around .75. The internal consistency 
for the 10 item SCI was high with Cronbach alpha levels ranging from α =. 80 in the 
student data to α = .84 in the interest group data.  
 
Discussion 
The results of the present research indicated that the SCI, in its original four 
factor structure, was not a good model of the current data with inadequate model fits 
indices displayed in all groups. However, the four factor model was a better fit than 
the one factor model. Thus, rather than revert to the use of exploratory factor analysis 
to generate a new factor structure, the current authors worked with the indicators 
available, as part of the CFA technique, to adjust the four factor structure and improve 
the model fit. Unlike Long and Perkins’ (2003) findings, a number of empirical 
improvements to the model were obvious in the CFA output. Working with these 
results, a new model structure was generated until no new improvements were 
evidenced in the output. This revised four factor structure displayed adequate model 
fits across all community groups and moderate to high factor loadings of items on the 
new factors. Further, both the subscales and total scales displayed adequate internal 
reliabilities across all community groups. Although somewhat divergent from the 
original structure, the new empirically derived structure does correspond to the 
theoretical basis of PSOC as presented by McMillan and Chavis (1986).  
The results of the present study indicated that the items: “I feel at home in this 
neighborhood”, “I think my neighborhood is a good place for me to live” and “It is 
important to me to live in this neighborhood” shared a degree of variance and, hence, 
were indicators of a common dimension. The first of these items was originally from 
the Membership dimension and the other two also tap into the notion of belonging, 
with the community being important to the participant and membership in the 
community being a positive experience. Further, both these items have loaded on the 
Membership dimension in some past research (e.g., Obst et al., 2002a; see Table 5). 
Thus, in the present research, these three items are argued to be indicators of the 
dimension of Membership.  
The items “I care about what my neighbors think about my actions”, “I have 
no influence over what this neighborhood is like” and “ My neighbors and I want the 
same thing from this neighborhood” were indicators of a common dimension. The 
first two of these items were originally measures of the Influence dimension. The 
third item, relating to members wanting the same thing from their community, can 
also be argued to be indicative of influence, with the community itself influencing 
members’ notion of what they want from the community and highlighting the bi-
directionality of influence in community groups. These three items, therefore, are 
labeled as indictors of the dimension of Influence. 
The items “People in this neighborhood do not share the same values” and 
“Very few of my neighbors know me” were indictors of a common dimension. The 
first of these items was originally a measure of Needs Fulfillment, and has been an 
indicator of this dimension in earlier research (e.g., Chipuer & Pretty, 1999; Obst et 
al., 2002a; see Table 5). Although traditionally seen as an indictor of Membership, 
being known by other community members can be argued to fulfill a need for 
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recognition within the community structure. It can further be argued that community 
members’ awareness of each other provides a basis for cohesiveness which McMillan 
and Chavis (1986) state is a precursor to the fulfillment of collective and individual 
needs within a community structure. Thus, these items are seen as indictors of the 
dimension of Needs Fulfillment.  
The items “The people who live in this neighborhood get on well” and “ If 
there is a problem in this neighborhood people who live here can get it solved”, 
showed a high overlap in variance in all data sets and, thus, were placed together on 
the one dimension. The first item was an original measure of the dimension Emotional 
Connection, reflecting the bonds developed between community members. The 
second item refers to the willingness of members to work together, creating positive 
interaction. Both of these items have loaded together in previous exploratory work 
(e.g., Chipuer & Pretty, 1999). Thus, these items are seen as indicators of the 
dimension of Emotional Connection. The emotional connection derived from getting 
on well produces the ability to work together. These positive interactions, then, can 
lead to the resolution of community difficulties and the enhancement of emotional 
connection. 
 Table 5 presents a comparison of the revised factor structure with results from 
previous exploratory factor analyses (Chipuer & Pretty, 1999; Obst et al., 2002b). In 
both papers, multiple groups were analyzed. Chipuer and Pretty (1999) examined 
adolescent and adult PSOC in their local neighborhood and PSOC in a workplace. 
Obst et. al. (2002b) examined PSOC and Social Identity across participants’ local 
neighborhoods and membership in a relational community Science Fiction Fandom. A 
number of differences in the factor structures emerged across findings for these 
different populations. To enable consistency, the table presents the results for adults 
PSOC with their geographical community. As can be seen in this table, four items 
have consistently factored on to the same dimensions. It could be argued, therefore, 
that these items are clear indicators of the dimensions on which they load. For the 
other items, the majority have loaded on the same dimensions as the current research 
in at least one other study. However, of particular note in terms of factorial 
discrepancies across studies are items 10 (“It is important to me to live in this 
particular neighborhood”) and 6 (“Very few of my neighbors know me”). These items 
seem to display little consistency in assessing any particular dimension. Of note also 
is item 3 (“My neighbors and I want the same thing from this neighborhood”), which, 
in past studies has been a measure of Needs Fulfillment, and emerges here as a 
measure of influence.  This overall pattern suggests that the overlapping variance 
between these items and others on the current revised dimensions needs to be 
seriously considered. Although not fitting the original structure, the items on each 
dimension in the new empirically derived model developed in the current study can be 
conceptualized in terms of the theory presented by McMillan and Chavis (1986).  
 The consistent pattern which emerged in the mean responses on the four 
dimensions across community groups can be construed as an indication of the 
reliability of interpretation by respondents on these dimensions. This uniformity 
across community groups can also be interpreted as further evidence for the 
distinctiveness of the dimensions. It must be noted that some of this consistency may 
be due to the repeated measures nature of the methodology. However, it can be argued 
that, whilst the pattern of means on the subscales is consistent, the fact that there are 
differences in the absolute values of the means shows a substantial variation in the 
individuals’ experience of PSOC between community types. A further consideration 
to note is that, in its current 10-item form, on two of the dimensions there are only 
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two indicators, which is not sufficient to be a stable measure of a factor. New items 
need to be developed to enhance the SCI and add validity to its use as a measurement 
tool of the four dimensions of PSOC proposed by McMillan and Chavis (1986). 
 The approach taken in this paper differs from that of authors, such as Long 
and Perkins (2003), who have developed revised measures reflecting new factor 
structures. In this paper, rather than finding a new factor structure, the purpose was to 
re-examine the original model to improve fit indices while remaining consistent with 
the established theory in this area. This approach is more in line with the view 
presented in previous papers (e.g., Chipuer & Pretty, 1999) which indicated support 
for the McMillan and Chavis (1986) concept of PSOC and called for re-examination 
of the SCI. 
Long and Perkins (2003) argue that several items in the SCI are actually 
measures of place attachment rather than PSOC. The current findings however, 
suggest that these items (“My neighborhood is a good place to live”, “It is important 
to me to live in this neighborhood” and “People in this neighborhood do not share the 
same vales”) are indicators of the dimensions of PSOC. Stronger evidence for this lies 
in the fact that they are indicators of separate dimensions of PSOC. If all of these 
items loaded on the one dimension, the nature of that dimension may be able to be 
questioned. However, the first two of these items in the current study have been 
shown to be indictors of Membership and the last an indicator of Needs Fulfillment. 
Thus, it can be argued that these items are indicators of different aspects of PSOC. 
This study has shown evidence for the existence of the four dimensions 
(Membership, Influence, Emotional Connection and Needs Fulfillment) theorized to 
underlie PSOC by McMillan and Chavis (1986). Results indicate that these four 
factors, while closely interrelated, are separate constructs, tapping different aspects of 
PSOC. While, a growing body of evidence points to the inadequacy of the SCI, in its 
current format, to measure these four dimensions, the present findings indicate that 
the SCI does have good internal consistency as a measure of overall PSOC. Further, 
these results suggest that the SCI can be modified to improve its properties as an 
indicator of the four dimensions proposed by McMillan and Chavis (1986). Thus, it is 
argued here that the concept of the four dimensions should not be summarily 
dismissed in favor of new atheoretical factor structures, as there is a substantial body 
of research which indicates the validity and usefulness of the four dimensional theory 
(e.g., Brodsky, 1996, Garcia et al., 1999 Obst et al., 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, Plas & 
Lewis, 1996). Rather, the SCI as a measure of this theory is in need of development. 
The current study has shown that the SCI does fit a four factor data model consistent 
with the dimensions proposed by McMillan and Chavis (1986). However, it also 
indicates that substantial item development is needed to improve measurement. 
  The present study does not aim to present a definitive answer to the 
discussion surrounding the SCI and its factor structure. The paper set out to examine 
one possible avenue for improving the measurement of PSOC, that is to re-examine 
the SCI to investigate whether minor modifications to the scale could improve the 
empirical fit while maintaining the theoretical structure of PSOC conceptualized by 
McMillan and Chavis (1986). Indeed, the results have provided evidence to suggest 
that the SCI can be a viable measure of the four factor structure based on the theory of 
McMillan and Chavis. Importantly, this evidence emerged in both geographical and 
relational communities. However, it should be noted that the repeated measure nature 
of the design may have lead to response bias leading to a greater similarity between 
community groups, than may otherwise be the case. The design itself may have 
contributed to the consistency of the structure across the community groups.  
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A further methodological limitation which should be noted when examining 
the results of this study is the self defined nature of the referent communities used by 
respondents, which lead to a great variation of actual communities within each 
community type. However the nature of each community type ( i.e. where you live, or 
a group with which you share a common interest) was consistent, indicating the 
applicability of these results to diverse types of communities. Lastly, having fewer 
than three items reflecting each dimension decreases the validity of the scale as a 
measure of the dimension. Further item refinement and scale development is needed. 
Scale development is an onerous task that does not occur in a single study. Further 
research is needed in which empirically based models, consistent with the theoretical 
dimensions of McMillan and Chavis (1986) are tested. The moderately high alpha 
levels of the overall SCI which emerged in the current study are promising, however, 
the student sample used here may be a more homogenous group than a sample of 
geographical community residents, resulting in higher levels of internal consistency. 
The current model could be tested again within non student samples to evaluate 
whether the consistency of the findings holds across other populations. Further, more 
research and discussion is needed in relation to other avenues for adding to the 
empirical measurement of PSOC in multiple communities. While the current paper 
argues that PSOC, theoretically and consequently its measurement also, should be 
applicable to multiple community types, others may argue that PSOC has become an 
over-encompassing construct causing it to lose its clarity and precision. Thus, the 
theory itself needs to be considered from both views. More research and discussion on 
this important construct and its measurement is required.  
 In summary, this study has given a strong indication that continuing to 
examine the SCI in terms of the theory of McMillan and Chavis can add to our 
theoretical understanding of PSOC and the refinement of a valid, theoretically-based 
measure of PSOC. Continuing to work rigorously in this area will lead to a growing 
body of research that enhances our understanding of PSOC in a society comprised of 
a diversity of community memberships.   
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Table 1 
Fit Indices for the One Factor, Original Four Factor and Revised Four Factor Models 
One Factor 
Fit Indicator 
 
Neighborhood 
 
Student 
 
Interest Group 
CFI .760 .684 .772 
AGFI .786 .829 .756 
GFI .864 .891 .845 
NNFI .692 .593 .707 
RMR .086 .085 .083 
RMSEA .109 .094 .128 
AIC 89.48 62.62 128.28 
χ2 (df)   159.47 (35) 132.62 (35) 198.28 (35) 
Normed χ2  4.56 3.79 5.67 
Original Four Factor 
Fit Indicator 
Neighborhood Student Interest Group 
CFI .785 .703 .813 
AGFI .773 .811 .745 
GFI .880 .900 .866 
NNFI  .666 .540 .710 
RMR .085 .085 .081 
RMSEA .113 .099 .126 
AIC 82.88 58.61 105.10 
χ2 (df)   140.88 (29) 120.61 (29) 163.11 (29) 
Normed χ2  4.86 4.16 5.63 
Revised Four Factor 
Fit Indicator 
 
Neighborhood 
 
Student 
 
Interest Group 
CFI .918 .908 .932 
AGFI .902 .912 .901 
GFI .948 .959 .936 
NNFI  .901 .902 .903 
RMR .060 .047 .056 
RMSEA .064 .050 .072 
AIC 18.93 5.56 27.24 
χ2 (df)   76.93 (29) 63.56 (29) 85.24 (29) 
Normed χ2  2.65 2.19 2.94 
Note: All χ2 are significant at p < .001 
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Table 2  
Factor Loadings for the One Factor and Original Four Factor Models 
Items Neighbor 
1F        4F 
Student 
1F       4F 
Interest 
1F       4F 
1.  I think my neighborhood is a good place for                    
me to live 
.70 .76 .51 .52 .74 .74 
2.  People in this neighborhood do not share 
the same values 
.40 .46 .46 .41 .56 .59 
3.  My neighbors and I want the same thing 
from this neighborhood 
.40 .39 .60 .56 .52 .52 
 
5.  I feel at home in this neighborhood 
 
.53 
 
.54 
 
.41 
 
.56 
 
.63 
 
.60 
6.  Very few of my neighbors know me .50 .41 .20 .27 .59 .57 
 
7.  I care about what my neighbors think about 
my actions 
 
.42 
 
.38 
 
.50 
 
.64 
 
.56 
 
.43 
8.  I have almost no influence over what this 
neighborhood is like 
.22 21 .21 .27 .48 .41 
9.  If there is a problem in this neighborhood 
people who live here can get it solved 
.57 .58 .22 .22 .59 .56 
 
10. It is important to me to live in this 
particular neighborhood 
 
 
.69 
 
 
.59 
 
 
.70 
 
 
.59 
 
 
.73 
 
 
.60 
11. The people who live in this neighborhood 
get along well. 
.61 .56 .34 .33 .56 .60 
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Table 3  
Item Loadings for the Revised Four Factor Model. 
Items Neighborhood Student Interest 
1.  I think my neighborhood is a good place for 
me to live 
.87 .56 .81 
5.  I feel at home in this neighborhood .56 .57 .64 
10. It is important to me to live in this 
particular neighborhood 
.71 .81 .76 
 
2.  People in this neighborhood do not share 
the same values 
 
.47 
 
.78 
 
 
.70 
6.  Very few of my neighbors know me .61 .43 .69 
 
3.  My neighbors and I want the same thing 
from this neighborhood 
 
 
.46 
 
 
.72 
 
 
.59 
7.  I care about what my neighbors think about 
my actions 
.60 .68 .59 
8.  I have almost no influence over what this 
neighborhood is like 
.46 .43 .57 
 
9.  If there is a problem in this neighborhood 
people who live here can get it solved 
 
 
.87 
 
 
.45 
 
 
.85 
11. The people who live in this neighborhood 
get along well. 
.80 .96 .78 
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Table 4  
Correlations and Alpha Reliabilities for the Adjusted Four Factor Model (Subscales 
derived from the CFA). 
Scale Mean 
(SD) 
Membership Influence Needs 
Fulfillment 
Emotional 
Connection 
Total 
Scale 
Neighborhood       
Membership 4.71 
(1.25) 
.75 .35** .47** .38** .79** 
Influence 3.33 
(1.21) 
 .71 .25** .44** .73** 
Needs 
Fulfillment 
4.50 
(1.29) 
  .75 .42** .69** 
Emotional 
Connection 
3.01 
(1.18) 
   .70 .71** 
Total Scale 39.11 
(9.10) 
    .80 
Student       
Membership 5.63 
(.92) 
.78 .40** .25** .22** .71** 
Influence 4.16 
(1.15) 
 .71 .19** .38** .81** 
Needs 
Fulfillment 
5.01 
(.91) 
  .77 .10 .47** 
Emotional 
Connection 
3.45 
(1.23) 
   .71 .638** 
Total Scale 46.30 
(7.17) 
    .80 
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Interest Group       
Membership 5.86 
(.99) 
.77 .64** .47** .50 .83* 
Influence 4.91 
(1.14) 
 .76 .37** .59* .85** 
Needs 
Fulfillment 
5.41 
(1.15) 
  .80 .46** .68** 
Emotional 
Connection 
4.27 
(1.54) 
   .76 .81* 
Total Scale 51.75 
(9.40) 
    .84 
 Note: Alpha reliabilities were calculated using Cronbachs alpha, based on the total 
variance of each item. 
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Table 5  
Comparison of Factor Structures Found Across Studies. 
 
Items Original a
 
Obst et al b
 
Chipuer & 
Pretty c
 
Revised d
 
1.  I think my neighborhood is a 
good place for me to live 
Needs 
Fulfillment 
Membership Membership Membership 
5. I feel at home in this 
neighborhood 
Membership Membership Membership Membership 
10. It is important to me to live 
in this particular neigh/d 
Emotional 
connection 
Identification 
(Membership) 
Needs 
Fulfillment 
Membership 
     
2.  People in this neighborhood 
do not share the same values 
Needs 
Fulfillment 
Needs 
Fulfillment 
Needs 
Fulfillment 
Needs 
Fulfillment 
6. Very few of my neighbors 
know me 
Membership Emotional 
Connection 
Membership Needs 
Fulfillment 
     
3. My neighbors and I want the 
same thing from this neigh/d 
Needs 
Fulfillment 
Needs 
Fulfillment 
Needs 
Fulfillment 
Influence 
7.  I care about what my 
neighbors think about my 
actions 
Influence Influence Influence Influence 
8.  I have almost no influence 
over what this neighborhood 
is like 
Influence Influence Influence Influence 
     
9.  If there is a problem in this 
neighborhood people who 
live here can get it solved 
Influence Needs 
Fulfillment 
Emotional 
Connection 
Emotional 
Connection 
11. The people who live in this 
neighborhood get along well 
Emotional 
connection 
Membership Emotional 
Connection 
Emotional 
Connection 
 
Note: Labels placed on factors have been altered to facilitate comparison. 
aBased on Perkins, Florin, Rich, Wandersman, and Chavis, 1990 
bBased on Obst, Zinkiewicz and Smith, 2002 (geographical community data) 
cBased on Chipuer and Pretty, 1999, (adult neighborhood data) 
dBased on Current Findings 
 
